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2. DESCRIPTION OF GRIZZLY BEAR MANAGEMENT AREA 
FOR WESTERN MONTANA 

 
Grizzly bears currently, or could in the near future, occupy suitable habitats within the 17 western 
Montana counties that encompass all or portions of three of the six areas designated as grizzly bear 
recovery zones in the United States (NCDE, including Glacier National Park; CYE; the Bitterroot 
Ecosystem) (Figure 2).  Currently, there are known populations of grizzly bears in the NCDE and the 
CYE, and grizzly bears, or their sign, have been seen outside these areas as well.  The counties in this 
portion of western Montana include: Lincoln, Flathead, Glacier, Pondera, Teton, Lewis and Clark, Powell, 
Missoula, Lake, Sanders, Mineral, Ravalli, Granite, Deer Lodge, Silver Bow, Jefferson, and Broadwater 
counties (Figure 3). 
 
This chapter briefly describes the geographic and human environment of the 17‐county area with respect 
to general description, size, human population, land ownership and economic interests. It describes the 
environment as it is today and provides a baseline against which any possible significant impacts, as a 
result of the proposed program, can be assessed.  Moreover, because this DPEIS provides an assessment 
of issues at a programmatic level and not at the site‐specific level, the descriptions of the environment 
presented in this chapter do not provide detailed information about conditions that exist at specific 
locations.  Rather, these descriptions, coupled with information on bear biology in Chapter 3, provide the 
level of detail needed to assess the programmatic impacts presented in Chapters 4 and 5.   
 
Not all portions of these counties provide suitable grizzly bear habitat, and some of the above attributes 
of these counties may affect the distribution and survival of grizzly bears.  Given enough time and 
adequate management programs, grizzly bear distribution could extend beyond this 17‐county area.  For 
purposes of this plan, expansion in grizzly bear distribution during the next 10 years is most likely to 
occur within and adjacent to the designated recovery zones within this 17‐county area.  It is anticipated 
that the programs outlined in this plan would apply should grizzlies extend their distribution beyond 
these counties sooner than anticipated.   In addition, the success of our program rests on coordinating and 
cooperating with surrounding state, provincial, tribal and federal agencies and private landowners.  We 
will continue to work with them so that the needs of the grizzly bear population as a whole are met. 
 
General Description   
 
Most counties in this 17‐county area are characterized by one or more river valleys divided by rugged 
mountain ranges.  Glacier, Pondera, and Teton counties are located on the eastern front of the Rocky 
Mountain range and are characterized mostly by plains. Elevations range from 10,466ft. at Mount 
Cleveland in Glacier National Park (Montana’s fourth highest point) to 1,820 ft. where the Kootenai River 
enters Idaho near Troy, Montana.  Major river drainages include the Clark Fork, Missouri, Kootenai, 
Flathead, Two Medicine, Teton, Blackfoot, and Boulder rivers.  To the south of this area, several rivers 
converge to form the Upper Missouri River, at Three Forks.  Lower elevation habitats (below 6,000 ft.) 
vary greatly and include large areas of short‐grass/sagebrush prairie, mountain foothills, intensively 
cultivated areas (grain and hay field agriculture), natural wetlands/lakes, riparian plant communities 
ranging from narrow stream bank zones to extensive cottonwood river bottoms, man‐made reservoirs, 
small communities, and sizeable cities and towns. 
 
The mountainous portion of this 17‐county area (above 6,000 ft.) contain all, or portions of, 15 mountain 
ranges including the Purcell, Salish, Whitefish, Flathead, Coeur d’Alene, Cabinet, Mission, Swan, 
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Bitterroot, Garnet, Big Belt, Sapphire, Flint Creek, Elkhorn, and Anaconda.  The Continental Divide runs 
through the eastern portion of this area.  Mountainous habitats are dominated by coniferous forest 
(Douglas fir, lodgepole pine, Engelman spruce, western cedar, hemlock, whitebark pine, limber pine, 
ponderosa pine, juniper), and rocky sub‐alpine/alpine communities found above timberline. 
 

 
 

Figure 2.  Grizzly bear recovery zones and distribution in western Montana. 
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Figure 3.  Grizzly bear management planning areas in western Montana. 
 
 
Size and Human Population 
 
The 17‐county area encompasses approximately 24,248,960 acres or 37,889 square miles of western and 
northwestern Montana (Table 1) and represents approximately 47% of Montanaʹs human population.  
County population size ranges from Missoula (pop. 99,018) to Granite (pop. 2,853).  Population density 
for the entire area is 12.0 people per square mile, compared to 6.2 people per square mile for the entire 
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state.  The most densely populated county is Silver Bow (46.1 people/sq. mi.) while the least densely 
populated county is Granite (1.7 people /sq. mi.).  Major population centers include Missoula (60,722), 
Butte (32,519), Helena (26,718), Kalispell (16,391), Anaconda (8,953), Whitefish (5,784), Polson (4,497), 
Hamilton (4,163), Columbia Falls (3,963), Deer lodge (3,324), Cut Bank (3,096), Conrad (2,657), and Libby 
(2,606).  Within the 17‐county area, only these 13 towns and cities exceed a population of 2,000 people. 
 
According to census figures, the population in this area has increased by 16,563 people (3.98%) between 
2000 and 2004.  During this same period the population of the entire state increased by an estimated 
24,670 people or 2.7%.  Ravalli County was the fastest growing county, increasing by 3,306 people (9.2%) 
from 2000 to 2004, while Silver Bow County population decreased by 1,513 people (‐4.4%) during the 
same 4 year period. 
 
Table 1.  Geographic size and selected human population attributes of the 17 counties in the grizzly bear 
conservation management planning area. 
 

County 
Size 

(sq. mi.) 
Human 

Population1 
People per  
sq. mi 

 Population 
Change2 

Lincoln  3,613    19,101    5.3    1.4   
Flathead  5,098    81,217    15.9    9.1   
Glacier  2,995    13,508    4.5    2.0   
Pondera  1,625    6,148    3.8    ‐4.3   
Teton  2,273    6,283    2.8    ‐2.5   
Lewis and Clark  3,461    57,972    16.8    4.0   
Powell  2,326    6,873    3.0    ‐4.3   
Missoula  2,598    99,018    38.1    3.4   
Lake  1,494    27,919    18.7    5.3   
Sanders  2,762    10,945    4.0    7.0   
Mineral  1,220    3,879    3.2    0.1   
Ravalli  2,394    39,376    16.5    9.2   
Granite  1,727    2,853    1.7    0.8   
Deer Lodge  737    9,088    12.3    ‐3.5   
Silver Bow  718    33,093    46.1    ‐4.4   
Jefferson  1,657    10,857    6.6    8.0   
Broadwater  1,191    4,530    3.8    3.3   

Totals  37,889 
 

432,660    12.0    n/a   

1Based on 2004 population estimate from U.S. Census Bureau. 
2Estimated % population change April 2000 to July 2004 from U.S. Census Bureau. 

 
 
Land Ownership 
 
The majority of mountainous habitat (above 6,000 ft.) is located within publicly owned National Forests, 
corporate timber lands and Glacier National Park.  All, or portions of, the Kootenai, Kaniksu (part of the 
Idaho Panhandle National Forest complex), Flathead, Lolo, Bitterroot, Beaverhead‐Deerlodge, Helena, 
and Lewis and Clark National Forests occur within this 17‐county area.  A small portion of mountainous 
habitat is in public ownership [Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC), 
FWP, and BLM]; private ownership, including private subdivisions, ranches, land trusts, ski resorts and 
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timber company lands; and Bureau of Indian Affairs trust and tribal lands belonging to the Blackfeet 
Indian Reservation and Flathead Indian Reservation.  
 
Low‐elevation river valleys (below 6,000 ft.) are primarily situated on privately owned or tribal lands 
with a small proportion located in state (DNRC, FWP) and federal (BLM, USFS, and U.S. National 
Wildlife Refuge) public ownership.  East of the divide, by far the largest amount of low‐elevation land 
lies on privately owned ranches and farms while corporate timber lands and agriculture predominate 
west of the divide.  Small, medium and large‐sized communities also occupy several thousand acres of 
low‐elevation river‐valley habitat.  
 
Special Management Areas   
 
Several federal and state special management areas are located in the 17‐county area.  In large part, these 
areas are protected from human development and provide long‐term habitat for a variety of wildlife 
species, including grizzly bears.   
 
Special Management Areas include Glacier National Park, which covers 1,014,000 acres. Eight National 
Wilderness Areas lie within mountain ranges in the 17‐county area: Bob Marshall Wilderness (1,009,356 
acres), in the Flathead, and Lewis and Clark National Forests; Great Bear Wilderness (286,700 acres) and 
Mission Mountains Wilderness (73,877 acres) in the Flathead National Forest; Scapegoat Wilderness 
(239,936 acres), in the Helena, Lewis and Clark, and Lolo National Forests; Cabinet Mountains Wilderness 
(94,272 acres) in the Kootenai National Forest; Rattlesnake Wilderness (32,976 acres) and Welcome Creek 
Wilderness (28,135 acres) in the Lolo National Forest; and Gates of the Mountains Wilderness (28,562 
acres) in the Helena National Forest.  Approximately half of the Anaconda‐Pintler Wilderness (158,615 
acres) in the Beaverhead‐Deerlodge National Forest and a significant portion of the Selway‐Bitterroot 
Wilderness (1,089,017 acres) in the Lolo and Bitterroot National Forests occur in this 17‐county area as 
well. National Forest Wilderness Areas have the greatest restrictions on human use and development 
resulting in the least disturbed habitats available and are important in ensuring long‐term grizzly bear 
survival. 
 
Other special management areas include the Mission Mountains Tribal Wilderness (91,778 acres) in the 
Flathead Indian Reservation, the National Bison Range Complex (41,000 acres) in Lake and Flathead 
counties, the Lee Metcalf National Wildlife Refuge (2,800 acres) in Ravalli County, and 14 FWP Wildlife 
Management Areas (approximately 240,000 acres) in Lincoln, Sanders, Lake, Powell, Missoula, Ravalli, 
Deer Lodge, Silver Bow, Teton, Lewis and Clark, Cascade, and Broadwater counties.   
 
Agricultural Industry  
 
The 17‐county area supports a large agricultural economy.  In 2002, there were 8,857 farms and ranches in 
the 17‐county area.  By far the most common activities of these farms and ranches are raising beef cattle, 
growing forage (hay) for cattle, and growing grain crops (wheat, oats, barley).  Sheep, hog, and dairy 
cattle are also raised in smaller numbers on ranches and farms in western and northwestern Montana.  
Beef cattle and sheep are grazed on privately owned grassland and on publicly owned (USFS, BLM, 
DNRC) grazing allotments.  Some of these allotments occur in higher elevation habitats occupied by 
grizzly bears.  Livestock depredation by grizzly bears is an issue that will continue to affect grizzly bear 
numbers, management and distribution. 
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Based on updated Montana agricultural statistics for 2005, there were an estimated 386,900 head of cattle 
(all cattle and calves) in the 17‐county area (Table 2).  Teton County had the most cattle (45,000 head) 
while Mineral County supported the fewest (700 head).  In terms of cattle production, Teton county 
ranked 19th while Mineral ranked 56th out of Montana’s 56 counties.  Since 1940, total cattle numbers 
statewide have increased from 1.2 million to 2.4 million head with a peak of over 3.2 million head in the 
mid‐1970s. 
 
Table 2.  Selected agricultural attributes of the 17 counties in the grizzly bear conservation management 
planning area. 
 

County  # Cattle1  # Sheep2 
Acres Crops 
Harvested3 

# Apiary 
Sites4 

# Bee 
Hives4 

Lincoln  2,900    323    9,188    53    1,177   
Flathead  11,900    599    81,462    70    1,197   
Glacier  43,000    535    274,890    41    1,002   
Pondera  23,300    4,425    307,976    87    3,214   
Teton  45,000    6,816    321,043    132    4,093   
Lewis and Clark  40,000    3,776    60,471    92    2,579   
Powell  41,000    851    57,656    96    2,401   
Missoula  8,700    1,770    22,290    150    3,495   
Lake  44,000    1,743    78,680    120    3,563   
Sanders  17,600    553    31,942    120    5,028   
Mineral  700    71    2,746    17    468   
Ravalli  34,000    4,473    48,933    147    6,543   
Granite  21,300    457    27,091    49    1,265   
Deer Lodge  8,900    1,065    13,765    28    816   
Silver Bow  5,700    291    6,308    19    649   
Jefferson  22,300    751    27,260    43    1,526   
Broadwater  16,600    (D)5    81,222    63    2,520   

Totals  386,900 
 

28,499    1,452,923    1,327    41,536   

1Inventory estimates of all cattle and calves for year 2005, from Montana Agricultural Statistics Service, Volume 1, 2005. 
2Inventory estimates of all sheep and lambs for year 2002 from Montana Agricultural Statistics Service, Volume 1, 2002. 
3Estimates of acres harvested in 2002, from Montana Agriculture Statistics Services, Volume 1, 2002. 
4Information provided by Montana Department of Agriculture, pers. comm. Patricia Denke, 2006.  
5Withheld to avoid disclosing data for individual farms. 

 
In 2002, there were an estimated 28,500 sheep (all sheep and lambs) in the 17‐county area.  Teton County 
had the largest number of sheep (6,816) while Mineral County had the fewest sheep (71).  In terms of 
statewide sheep production, Teton County ranked 12th while Mineral had too few sheep to merit a 
ranking.  Statewide, since 1940, sheep production has steadily declined from over 4.2 million to about 
305,500 head. Based on 2002 data, an estimated 1,453,000 acres of crops were harvested in the 17‐county 
area.  Crop harvest ranged from 321,043 acres in Teton County to 2,746 acres in Mineral County.  
 
Since Montana is predominately a cereal grain and livestock producing state, traditional horticultural 
enterprises account for only about 2.5% of the total agricultural income.  While some horticultural 
enterprises are generally distributed throughout the state, others, such as sweet and sour cherry 
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production are concentrated as a result of factors such as climate.  Sweet‐cherry production is primarily 
located to in the vicinity of Flathead Lake, where 1,200‐1,400 acres are devoted principally to production 
of the cultivar ʹLambertʹ.  Commercial sour‐cherry production in Montana tends to be restricted to the 
Bitterroot Valley, where about 300 acres are devoted to production of the principal cultivar 
‘Montmorency’.  In addition, honey production enterprises are found throughout western Montana.  In 
2005, Ravalli, Missoula and Teton Counties supported the largest number of honeybee sites in the 17‐
county area, ranking 1st, 2nd and 3rd respectively (Table 2).  Rankings varied in terms of actual numbers of 
hives, however; Ravalli, Sanders and Teton counties respectively reported the largest number of active 
beehives. 
 
Mining Industry 
 
Large mineral deposits, ranging from talc to gold, are located throughout western Montana.  Of these, 
metallic minerals provide the largest share of Montana’s non‐fuel mining income, with copper and gold 
leading the list of important metals.  Based on data compiled in 2001, western Montana supports a total of 
91 mine sites.  Thirty‐two sites are valued for the metal content of the ores produced and 59 sites are 
involved with the production of industrial or saleable commodities.  Major mines whose production 
serves markets outside of the state include three gold mines, one platinum mine, one copper/ 
molybdenum mine, three talc mines and four limestone quarries.  Production from the remaining mines 
serves local markets and operations tend to be intermittent or seasonal.   
 
With the recent rise in commodity prices, mining interest and activity in the western portion of the State 
has increased.  Within the Cabinet‐Yaak area, in 2004, the Genesis Troy copper/silver mine, a subsidiary 
of Revett Silver, resumed production.  In addition, two proposed mines are currently under deliberation. 
The proposed Rock Creek copper/silver mine would be located on the west slope of the Cabinet 
mountain range, while the Montanore copper/silver mine, would be on the east slope.  Thus, there is the 
potential for several large‐scale mineral mines to become operational in the future. 
 
In addition to non‐fuel mining, oil and gas development activity is concentrated along the Rocky 
Mountain Front.  Other potential sites for development include the North Fork of the Flathead, in British 
Columbia, adjacent to the NCDE. 
 
Timber Industry  
 
The majority of Montana’s forested lands (23 million acres) are located within the western part of the 
state.  Nearly 4 million acres of these forest lands are permanently reserved as either wilderness areas or 
National Parks.  Eleven million acres of the remaining forested land is administered by the USFS, with 5.2 
million acres of this public estate designated by current forest plans as suitable for timber production.  
Private forest lands occupy approximately 6 million acres, with 2 million owned and managed by timber 
companies like Plum Creek, F. H. Stoltze Land and Lumber Company and R‐Y Timber.  Another four 
million acres of private forest lands are owned by some 11,000‐plus private individuals. 
 
Within the state, total timber production over the past two decades has fallen from an annual high of 
approximately 1.2 billion board feet (BBF) in the mid 1980s to an estimated 700 MMBF in 2004 (Figure 4).  
The reduction can be attributed primarily to a 70% decline in timber harvested from national forests. 
Harvests from other ownership categories have remained relatively stable during the period with much 
of the year‐to‐year fluctuation driven by changing market conditions. 
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In general, Montana’s estimated timber harvest for 2004 was about equal to 2003 levels, with private 
harvest rising slightly in response to slightly higher prices.  Based on data for 2003, 70% of the timber 
harvested in Montana was from private lands, national forests supplied 20 percent and all other 
ownerships accounted for 10%. 
 

 
 

Figure 4:  Montana timber harvested by ownership 1945‐2004.  
Source: Bureau of Business and Economic Research, The University of Montana‐Missoula:  

USDA Forest Service Region One, Missoula, Montana. 
 
Recreational Opportunities 
 
Outdoor recreation and tourism is a major component of the economy in this 17‐county area.  Western 
Montana is nationally renowned for its high quality fishing, hunting, camping, hiking, river floating, 
skiing, snowmobiling, wildlife viewing and sightseeing opportunities.  Nearby, Glacier National Park 
and Flathead Lake attract large numbers of people to the area every year.  Many of these outdoor 
activities are made possible by public ownership of large tracts of mountainous habitat and additional 
access provided by many private landowners.   
 
Recreationists have largely unhindered access to millions of acres of undeveloped land.  Some of this land 
is currently, or based on documented trends of increasing distribution will be, occupied by grizzly bears.  
As bear numbers and distribution increase, and the number of outdoor enthusiasts grow, contact and 
interaction with people engaged in outdoor activities is likely to increase. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


	2. DESCRIPTION OF GRIZZLY BEAR MANAGEMENT AREA
	Figure 2.  Grizzly bear recovery zones and distribution in western Montana.
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	4. ISSUES AND ALTERNATIVES IDENTIFIED AND CONSIDERED



	Inform and Educate
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	B. HABITAT MONITORING AND MANAGEMENT 
	Providing for continued expansion of the grizzly bear population into areas that are biologically suitable and socially acceptable requires regional specific information on grizzly bear habitat requirements and use, current habitat conditions, and factors affecting habitat suitability such as human activity.  Consequently, this management plan recommends coordinated consulting with land management agencies on issues related to grizzly bear habitat protection, disturbance, and mitigation as well as monitoring of major grizzly bear food sources.  It is important to note that these efforts benefit many species in addition to bears.  Preferred approaches include:
	Habitat Management Guidelines 
	C. POPULATION MONITORING AND MANAGEMENT
	Future Distribution
	Current data indicate that the distribution of bears in western Montana is increasing.  The most recent review of the distribution of grizzly bears in western Montana, conducted by the IGBC, demonstrated occupancy well beyond the recovery zones (see Figure 2).  These boundaries should, however, be interpreted as an approximation, and additional supportive evidence should be considered when making judgments about occupied habitat near the edge.  
	Based on current programs, both within and outside the recovery zones, it is expected that range expansion will continue during the period covered by this plan.  FWP recognizes that distribution changes beyond the recovery zones as well as adjacent habitats may occur at a somewhat slower pace.  It is FWP’s intent, however, to implement this management plan so that expansion in distribution will continue.  If the expected increase in distribution does not occur, FWP will consider translocation of non-conflict animals into suitable habitats to support distribution increases.  In accordance with Montana statute (MCA 87-5-711), prior to any such decision the Commission would determine if such management action was warranted, based upon scientific investigation and after a public hearing. This approach is consistent with that used for all of the species FWP manages.  
	D. HARVEST MANAGEMENT
	Finally, regulated wildlife harvest is one factor that has allowed the recovery and maintenance of predator and prey populations in Montana and elsewhere.  While funding will be generated through license fees, FWP strongly believes that regulated harvest of predators builds tolerance by those most negatively impacted by their presence.  In addition, persons who participate in regulated hunting often play a pivotal role in maintaining the prey populations that predators are dependent upon.  It is therefore intended that regulated harvest of grizzly bears be a part of Montana's program and commitment to grizzlies, when and where appropriate.  By managing grizzly bears as a game species they are provided recognition as a valuable wildlife species, protected from illegal harvest, afforded population monitoring and research, and all of the other benefits managed species receive.
	Selected definitions 
	Major comments and issues, together with our responses, are as follows:
	Values:  People commented on the value of maintaining a viable grizzly bear population in western Montana and on their own personal values associated with this species.  People in Montana, as well as people nationally and internationally, view this species as very important and associate many differing personal values with it.  Comments stated that the grizzly bear is a symbol of wildness, wilderness, the balance of nature, one of God’s creatures, a valuable game species, or environmentalist meddling.  As suggested in the array of comments, people also value the grizzly bear for its role in ecosystem function.  
	FWP recognizes these personal and ecological values associated with this species.  Montana’s program will provide for a secure grizzly population and allow people to pursue their individual values, whatever they may be.  The constraint on these pursuits is that collectively they should support the long-term conservation and maintenance of a healthy grizzly population.
	This plan, by addressing the needs of those who live, work, and recreate in this area, should allow the bear to expand into those areas that are biologically suitable and socially acceptable.  This will result in grizzly bears expanding their ecological presence into additional habitats in western Montana.
	More Protection:  Comments were received that the bear should be “protected” to a higher degree.  It is also apparent that people who don’t live in close proximity to grizzly bears are generally happy to have them left alone or “unmanaged”.  Yet because the concerns of those who live with grizzlies must be addressed to build support for the bear, as well as for population expansion, an active management program as described in this plan will be required.
	Habitat Issues:  Many comments were related to habitat management and the needs of grizzly bears.  Some people felt stronger habitat programs need to be developed both within and outside the Recovery Zones.  The plan recognizes that habitat management constraints are more detailed within the Recovery Zone by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  However, there are specific recommendations for areas outside the Recovery zones, and it is FWP’s intent to continue to refine necessary programs as grizzly bears expand.  FWP’s knowledge of grizzly bear needs will increase as we better understand the needs of those living with grizzlies.  Together these will allow Montana to build upon successful programs.  
	Moreover, this plan should assist FWP in reaching its goal to further restore the grizzly bear as a valuable wildlife resource and re-establish them as part of ongoing wildlife management programs in Montana.  While FWP feels the habitat needs of the bear must be addressed, it is also important to address these in the context of the communities and processes in place in western Montana.  There are certainly significant issues affecting bears, and other wildlife habitats within and outside the Recovery Zones.  Increases in residential development and human population growth will add to these challenges.  However, there are also large areas of currently unoccupied habitat, or habitat occupied at low levels, where FWP hopes to promote bear occupancy; such an approach will provide additional long-term security of the bear population.  
	Clearly, a key aspect of our State Plan is to find ways to integrate bears into currently unoccupied habitat without radically displacing or disrupting traditional human uses.  We believe this approach will build tolerance, or additional support, for the grizzly bear, and in doing so allow for a successfully recovered bear population in Montana.  This will be possible in spite of potential site-specific problems.  In other words, FWP is aware of the threats that exist to currently occupied habitats, and FWP intends to monitor and respond to those threats as indicated in the plan.  FWP also recognizes the opportunities that are, and will be, achieved with bears occupying currently unoccupied areas.  FWP also believes conservative approaches applied in the Recovery Zones will allow bears to continue to utilize and survive in those areas in the foreseeable future.
	Some comments suggest that FWP needs to have the ability to change and/or obtain authority over federal programs/projects on federal lands.  FWP does not anticipate such authority will be given to Montana.  FWP will continue to work with established processes to ensure the needs of bears and other wildlife are met through federal forest plan revisions, NEPA, and other federal processes.  FWP will also continue to encourage public involvement in these processes.
	Finally, there were suggestions that FWP identify certain “triggers” for response to potential habitat changes.  Such specifics are not feasible due to the nature of the species (an opportunistic omnivore), and the many variables that affect, or potentially affect, grizzly bear habitat.  FWP will monitor the bear population and habitat as indicated in the plan and respond, where possible, to ensure the survival of the bear similar to the way in which FWP responds to problems that affect all other wildlife species they are responsible for managing.
	In conclusion, FWP will work with other agencies, interests, and private landowners to ensure grizzly bear habitat needs are addressed both within and outside the Recovery Zones.  In fact, this is already ongoing in many areas in western Montana with regard to Forest Plan revisions, county planning, subdivision review, and individual work with ranchers and local groups.
	Roads:   Comments requested that the current criteria for road density inside the Recovery Zones be applied outside and/or made more restrictive, or that the elk-road standards outside were inadequate to meet the needs of bears.  Concern was also expressed by some that road issues would be addressed in such a way as to “lock” people out of the forest.
	The major federal landowners (U.S. Forest Service and BLM) are currently reviewing and adjusting their travel plans for western Montana.  These agencies are working with local and other interests to modify those plans.  FWP supports, and participates in, these efforts.  In addition, the plan recommends generally following our elk standards outside the Recovery Zone.  These standards often recommend one mile of road or less per square mile of land.  FWP believes that the standard will allow us to meet the needs of the bear outside the Recovery Zone.  There are some areas where this standard may be too high, and access will need to be modified, and others where more flexibility can be promoted.  This will vary depending on habitat type and conflicts with people or property.  Utilizing the adaptive management approach outlined in this plan, FWP expects to be able to respond as it gains knowledge and experience in these newly occupied areas.
	Concern over SB163:  We received comment that suggested that Senate Bill 163 (SB 163) would require the elimination of grizzly bears by the state.  This is not the case.  The statute and the legislative record of the bill indicate it is intended to deal with individual animals that prey on livestock including bees.  These animals would be subject to control as specified in the plan.  The USFWS and Interior Department Solicitor’s Office reviewed this language and found it adequate for long-term management of the species.  The Department is also implementing preventative measures, especially for bee yards, which should further reduce possible losses of bears due to conflicts with bee yards.
	Grizzly Bears in Other Ecosystems:  Some responders discussed the status of grizzly bears in other ecosystems or recommended programs outside western Montana.  Other documents and processes cover programs in these areas.
	Keep People Out of Bear Habitat:  There were suggestions that FWP work to keep people out of bear habitats.  This is not possible and, in fact, bears are expanding their distribution into previously unoccupied areas.  Trying to remove people as grizzlies expand is unworkable and would limit future expansion of the population.  A program to manage both people and bears is a more productive approach to long-term conservation.  This is the only course of action that can be implemented effectively.
	Feed the Bears:  It was suggested that FWP consider feeding bears during bad food years and in response to declines in natural foods.  FWP believes this is unworkable at the ecosystem scale.  While we do consider programs such as redistribution of livestock carcasses to minimize conflicts while still allowing bear use of this food source, we do not see large-scale feeding as workable or desirable.  A better approach is to promote an increased distribution of bears.  In doing so, the bear population can access a variety of areas and food sources and thereby accommodates environmental change.
	FWP Should be Responsible for Grizzly Bear/Livestock Conflict Management – Not Wildlife Services:  Some people stated that they would prefer FWP to handle livestock/bear conflicts.  They felt that federal Wildlife Services failed to emphasize non-lethal or preventative control programs.  Because Wildlife Services is often the first agency called on to address a bear-livestock conflict, FWP will continue to involve Wildlife Services.  FWP is not abandoning a cooperative approach at this time.  FWP believes Widlife Services help addressing livestock conflicts is essential to building tolerance for bears and other predators by livestock operators.  The two agencies have a current cooperative agreement and both agencies expect the cooperation to continue.  FWP’s will work to ensure that the activities of Wildlife Services do not jeopardize the grizzly population or ongoing recovery efforts.   As Montana gains additional experience with ongoing implementing of the plan, we should expect better prevention and non-lethal management of conflicts.  FWP will continue to work with Wildlife Services in these efforts.  In the future, should the grizzly bear population recover, we anticipate conflicts will be handled in a similar manner as black bear and mountain lions are currently.
	Wildlife Over Livestock or Commercial Use on Public Lands:  Some say the public wildlife should always take precedence over livestock on public lands in western Montana.  Wildlife, however, needs private lands as well as public lands to survive.  A cooperative program that blends the needs of wildlife with those of private landowners through ongoing management is described in the plan as a more productive approach.
	Impacts of Snowmobiles:  It was suggested that FWP address the potential impacts of snowmobiles on grizzlies.  Advances in snowmobile technology have changed the potential for impacts to bears.  Newer machines are able to access areas today that were not possible a decade ago. Thus, there is some potential for snowmobiles to directly affect individual bears through disturbance.  At the current time, there is little data available, however, the plan allows FWP and others to monitor the situation.  FWP will address the needs of the bear if future information indicates that such action is warranted.
	Human Safety and Nuisance Guidelines:  There was some concern that any bear damaging property would be killed or removed, or that the guidelines are too open to interpretation and too many bears would be removed.  A review of our current approaches to these situations shows this is not the case in practice.  Each incident is evaluated based on the particular circumstances and guidelines are conservatively applied.  The proposed plan continues this approach.
	ORV Monitoring:  It was suggested that the plan monitor ORV impacts outside the Recovery Zone as well as within.  Language was added to the plan to reflect this change.
	Purchase Corridors:  It was suggested FWP purchase corridors between ecosystems.  FWP doesn’t have sufficient resources to purchase all of these areas.  A cooperative program with agencies, private non-profit land trusts, and private landowners is more effective.  For additional response, see the section on “linkage”.
	Area Closures:  Some comments indicated support for area closures to protect bears and also expressed concerns that any such closures be temporary.  With active management as proposed, FWP does not feel that permanent closure of areas to people will be necessary.  There may be times and/or places where seasonal closures are appropriate (for example, FWP closes elk winter ranges during certain months) or area closures may be necessary due to concerns over human safety (a bear is feeding on a carcass next to an active trail).  Any closures will be site specific.
	Response Time to Conflicts:  People suggested that 12 hours may be too long to respond to some conflicts, and others state that a response within 12 hours was unworkable in some cases.  FWP acknowledges both concerns and recognizes that both situations can occur.  The most rapid response possible is always in the best interest of the management program and is the goal of the plan.
	Relocation of Problem Bears:  It was requested that the plan provide information where problem bears would be relocated.  Because these decisions require information such as age/sex of the bear, current land uses, and understanding human activities, etc., this type of detail is not possible in the plan.
	Funding:  It was requested the FWP document all funding and have in place all commitments for ongoing funding needs.  This is not possible because FWP and others operate on annual budget cycles sensitive to changing needs and priorities.  A review of past funding indicates that the types of programs recommended in the plan receive funding support.  FWP encourages those interested in these programs to pursue additional funding opportunities with their state and/or federal representatives.
	Local Control:  Some responders suggested that local control is an excuse to do “bad things” to habitat and bears.  This is not the intent of this plan.  FWP acknowledges national interest in the species by working towards a recovered bear population.  At the regional or local level, we also recognize the importance of meeting the needs of those people living and working in these areas.  The plan provides for this by encouraging local residents to become active participants in all phases of plan development, implementation, and evaluation.
	Females with Cubs Monitoring:  It was stated that the use of this monitoring parameter was inappropriate.  Current and ongoing research demonstrates that there is value in using this parameter.  However, it should be noted that our program does not rely on it solely but will use a wide variety of information and data sources in program implementation and evaluation.
	Definition of Socially Acceptable:  As developed, the plan provides for bear expansion into areas that are biologically suitable and socially acceptable.  Some people wanted additional definition for which areas are socially acceptable.  There are some areas where the presence of grizzly bears is unacceptable due to risks to people and/or bears (urban areas).  However, in many areas of western Montana the presence of the bear is acceptable if appropriate educational, conflict management and outreach programs are in place.  This is the intent and direction of this plan.
	Opposition to “Planting Bears”:  The plan provides for relocations of bears within the ecosystem for management purposes and for potential future relocations if projected distribution increases do not occur.  It also provides for live removal and relocation of bears to other ecosystems or states if such opportunities become available.  No relocations to increase distribution or to other ecosystems or states will occur without completing the appropriate public processes and extensive local involvement.
	Risks/Liability From Bears:  There was a question raised on who is liable if a bear mauls or kills a person or for any damage done by bears.  Grizzly bears inhabit western Montana.  As such, the risks associated with them already exist in many areas.  It is FWP’s intent that the programs recommended keep any risks at manageable levels.  If and when court cases are pursued as a result of conflicts with bears, the liability, if any, will be determined by the courts.
	Need Fewer Bears in Montana Because There are People Here and Their Needs are Increasing:  Based on current information as presented in the plan, Montana can expect numbers of both people and bears to continue to increase into the foreseeable future.  This makes a management program necessary in assuring coexistence.


	Global Climate Change and Grizzly Bears:  There were requests that we address the possible effects of global climate change on grizzlies and their food resources. Grizzly bears are opportunistic omnivores and were adapted from Arctic environments to desert areas in the southwest.  As such, this species may be a poor candidate for determining the effects of global climate change. The population and habitat monitoring in this plan should allow us to detect problems should they occur. 
	FWP Should Adjust Tax Structure:  Comments were received that FWP should change tax structures which cause urban areas to subsidize development of rural areas.  This is beyond the scope of this plan and is more appropriately a citizen responsibility working with their government representatives.  
	Declining Bear Population in the Swan:  Questions were asked about the status of grizzly bears in the Swan area.  Research indicated this portion of the population was declining.  It should be noted, however, that the confidence intervals around the decline were wide and the 95% confidence interval included a positive or stable population trend.  While FWP is concerned about possible declines in this area, and the plan has programs to address these (additional enforcement, grizzly bear management specialist, etc.), this area is only a small portion of the NCDE population, and current indications are the ecosystem population is growing in other portions.  Our management program is based on the entire population and ecosystem while working as stated to address local problem areas. 
	 APPENDIX A

	SUMMARY OF CURRENT GRIZZLY BEAR FOOD STORAGE DIRECTION
	Wind River Bear Institute (WRBI) 
	This group has worked extensively in Montana. They provide a variety of approaches that seek to educate the public on ways to live with grizzlies and also have an active program to prevent conflicts using Karilian bear dogs and other aversive conditioning techniques. (Carrie Hunt) 
	Yaak Valley Forest Council (YVFC) 
	The main mission is to keep roadless areas in the Yaak valley roadless. They have no formal program for sanitation efforts, but members of YVFC will go door-to-door to discuss proper storage of foodstuff with homeowners. 

	Lincoln 
	In July 2002, Lincoln County implemented an emergency temporary sanitation ordinance in response to black bear–human refuse conflicts at the Glen Lake refuse container site. The ordinance was effective for 90 days and governed how the refuse containers were to be used. After the 90 days were up, the ordinance was rescinded since it was not formally adopted as a resolution. Other than this, there are no sanitation guidelines specific to reducing bear- human refuse conflict except county-wide regulations issued by the Lincoln County Board of Health stating “All garbage must be put in closed containers.” Some refuse sites in the county do have bear-resistant dumpsters, while other sites still have conventional green boxes. (Ron Anderson, Lincoln County sanitarian)
	Silverbow 
	There are no sanitation efforts directed at bears in Silver Bow County (John Rolich, Silver Bow County sanitarian)
	 

	Region 1  
	Region 2  
	Region 3 
	Region 4 
	3.2 Department of Natural Resources and Conservation lands (DNRC) 
	There are no DNRC state lands–wide food storage or sanitation guidelines. However, sanitation guidelines are in place under certain circumstances and in specific locations.  
	• Regarding recreational use of DNRC lands, users are expected to pack out their trash [ARM 36.25.149 (j)]. 
	• For DNRC lands within the NCDE recovery zone and on scattered school trust lands within the NCDE and CYE recovery zones, activities are governed by grizzly bear management regulations [ARM 36.11.433 “Grizzly Bear Management on Western Lands”] and contract language is used that directs the removal of garbage from work sites daily. 
	• For DNRC lands outside the NCDE and CYE recovery zones but in known occupied grizzly bear habitat, contract language is used in timber sale agreements that direct the removal of garbage from work sites daily. 
	• For DNRC lands outside the NCDE and CYE recovery zones and outside known occupied grizzly bear habitat, sanitation precautions are taken on a case-by-case basis only if known bear activity occurs.  
	• DNRC participates in the Blackfoot Challenge, a grassroots effort in the Blackfoot Valley to mitigate wildlife-human conflicts. In cooperation with the Challenge, DNRC has placed bear-resistant dumpsters at state land locations where bear-sanitation conflicts have been known to occur. 
	• Regarding cabin site leases, DNRC provides all leases with a brochure “Living with Bears” that explains measures leases should take to minimize bear-human conflicts. Additionally, it explains that under Montana law (MCA 87-3-130), persons are liable, if after being warned, fail to store supplemental feed or attractants properly and allow bears o access it. 
	• For DNRC lands on the Rocky Mountain Eastern Front, namely the Helena unit and Conrad unit lands within the NCDE, the department will determine appropriate methods to comply with the Endangered Species Act on a project level basis [ARM 36.11.434(1)]. Food storage guidelines will be considered, where applicable. 
	4.1 Blackfeet Indian Reservation
	The Blackfeet Fish and Wildlife Department (BFWD) will take action to prevent bear conflict situations from developing when possible. BFWD Code regulations govern food storage and sanitation in camping and nonresidential situations within the NCDE on the Blackfeet Indian Reservation and where bears are leaving the NCDE along riparian corridors on the reservation (Blackfeet Fish and Wildlife Code Ch.3, sect. 17). In addition, Code regulations govern the removal of livestock carcasses that may attract bears into conflict situations. BFWD will work with the tribal utilities commission and other agencies to explore possible methods and funding sources to make garbage unavailable to bears. Residents and businesses in bear occupied areas on the reservation will be encouraged to adopt measures to prevent unnatural foods from being available to bears. Additionally, BFWD will encourage beekeepers in bear country to install electric fencing around beehives. 
	5.1 Corps of Engineers (COE) 
	Recreation sites along the Libby Dam. No food storage regulations or sanitation guidelines (Dick Wernham, COE ranger).
	5.2 National Wildlife Refuges (NWR) 

	There are two National Wildlife Refuges in the area covered by this management plan, the National Bison Range (NBR) complex and the Lee Metcalf. The NBR complex is compromised of the NBR, Pablo, Ninepipes, Swan River, and Lost Trail wildlife refuges plus 18 waterfowl production areas. NWR-administered lands are day-use only with no overnight camping allowed. There is one picnic area, located at NBR. Use of NWR-administered lands operates under the “pack in / pack out” guideline regarding sanitation; there are no garbage receptacles anywhere on the refuges. Access areas are signed with this guideline.  
	Yellowstone Ecosystem
	Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem
	Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystem
	Selkirk Ecosystem
	Bitterroot Ecosystem





